
. 

111. C.C. Docket No. 00-0700 
Ameritech Illinois, Ex. 1.1 (Hampton). p. I of 18 

3 I. 

6 Q. 

7 A. 

8 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Jerry L. Hampton. My business address is 350 N. Orleans, Chicago, Illinois 

60654. 

9 

IO Q. 

II A. 

Have you previously submitted direct testimony in this proceeding? 

Yes. I have. 

12 

13 II. PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF TESTIMONY 

14 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

I5 A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the positions presented by the 

16 following witnesses: 

17 

I8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 

l Mr. Christopher L. Graves sponsored by the Telecommunications Division of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission 

l Dr. August H. Ankum sponsored by AT&T Communications of Illinois and 

WorldCorn, Inc. 

l Mr. James D. Webber sponsored by CoreComm Illinois, Inc. 

l Mr. Joseph Gillan sponsored by AT&T Communications of Illinois, the PACE 

Coalition, and Z-TEL Communications 
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I will address issues regarding Ameritech Illinois’ Unbundled Local Switching with Shared 

Transport (I‘ULS-ST”) offering. Specifically, I will respond to the following items: 

l I address the appropriate pricing structure for Unbundled Local Switching (“ULS”) as used 

in ULS-ST and why. in my opinion. a “flat-rate” price is not appropriate 

l I will demonstrate that it would be improper and bad policy to allow competitive local 

exchange carriers (“CLECs”) to use Shared Transport to carry intraLATA toll traffic. 

l I will address Dr. A&urn’s concerns regarding the rate for the Daily Usage Feed. 

. 1 will address issues related to custom routing of Operator Services and Directory Assistance 

(“OS/DA”) traffic raised by Mr. Gillan. -2 

l Finally, I will address the status of the transiting service offered as part of ULS-ST, an issue 

raised by Mr. Gillan. 

12 

13 Q. 

14 A. 

15 
16 
17 
18 

19 IH. 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

Do you have any Schedules to your testimony? 

Yes, I have the following Schedule: 

Schedule JLH-3 - Proposed updated Sheets to Unbundled Local Switching (ULS) for 
AIN Custom Routing for use with ULS-ST (Tariff ILL. C.C. No. 
20, Part 19, Section 3) 

ULS RATE STRUCTURE 

What is your understanding of what Mr. Graves, Dr. Ankum, and Mr. Gillan are 

proposing with respect to the rate structure for ULS? 

Mr. Graves, Dr. Ankum, and Mr. Gillan are proposing that the ULS port be priced on a 

flat rate basis with no usage sensitive pricing. They argue that Ameritech Illinois uas 

previously ordered to rate ULS on a flat rate basis, that Ameritech Illinois does not have 

the ability to now request a usage based element, and mistakenly contend that Ameritech 
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Illinois should not charge usage sensitive rares because it does not incur usage sensitive 

costs. 

Do you agree with Mr. Graves, Mr. Gillan, and Dr. Ankum that Ameritech Illinois 

should have a flat-rate pricing structure for ULS? 

I do not. .4s explained in Mr. Palmer’s testimony, Ameritech Illinois does incur usage 

sensitive costs when providing ULS. Moreover, as Mr. Palmer also explains, flat rate 

pricing can cause some users to subsidize others. Therefore, a usage sensitive ULS rate 

is most appropriate. 

Is this really a ULS-ST issue? 

No, it is not. This proceeding was specifically initiated to address the ULS-ST offering 

and Ameritech Illinois’ Unbundled Network Element Platform offering (“UNEP”). As 

described in my direct testimony, the ULS-ST offering is a combination of the ULS UNE 

and the Shared Transport LINE. The ULS component of ULS-ST is identical to the ULS 

offering. As pointed out by Mr. Graves (Graves Direct at 15) and as can be seen in the 

ULS-ST tariff (Schedule JLH- 1, Sheets 42-45), there are no rates reflected for the ULS 

portion; rather these are established in the ULS tariff (Tariff ILL. CC. No. 20, Part 19, 

Section 3). The ULS port rate for ULS-ST is, therefore? the rate as found in the ULS 

tariff. 

Why did Ameritech Illinois introduce a usage charge in the Unbundled Local 

Switching with Shared Transport (ULS-ST) tariff? 
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First, as explained in Mr. Palmer’s testimony, Am&tech Illinois does incur usage 

sensitive costs on calls made from ULS ports. Second. Ameritech Illinois. as well as 

various CLECs. desire a rate structure similar to that in the other Ameritech states, other 

SBC states, and other providers of Shared Transport. A rate structure for ULS-ST 

containing a usage charge meets that desire. 

Do you agree with Mr. Gillan’s statement that average utilization of the network 

will change little (Gillan Direct at 18) with the introduction of ULS-ST and UNE-P? 

No, I do not. In fact. Mr. Gillan contradicted this same argument himself in testimony 

that he presented in both Michigan’ and Ohio’. In his testimony in both of those dockets 

Mr. Gillan made the point that innovation means inventing new uses of the 

telecommunication network. He stated: “Indeed, it is difficult to imagine an innovation 

that did not involve usage.” He even posited that under flat rate pricing carriers would be 

likely to offer free blocks of long distance calling as part of basic service packages. Such 

new uses of the network will mean increases in usage. Mr. Gillan’s own perspective 

indicates the possibility, and likelihood, of significant increases in usage volumes. This 

is usage that Ameritech Illinois has not planned for within its network and it therefore 

poses additional costs for Ameritech Illinois. If there is an increase in usage, then there 

will be increased and unplanned usage demanded of tbz serving switches. 

__ 

’ Michigan Case No. LJ- 12622. Direct Testimony of Joseph Gillan on behalf of AT&T Communications of 
Michigan, Inc. and ‘KG Detroit. payee 10. 
’ Ohio Case No. OO-136%TP-iTA, Direct Testimony of Joseph Gillan on behalf of CoreComm Newco, Inc., The 
Pace Co&ion. AT&T Communications of Ohio. Inc.; and TCG Ohio, pages 12-13. 
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A usage-based rate accounts for the fact that an innovation created by one CLEC that 

increases usage wiil not cause an increase in rates to other CLECs. It also assures that 

Ameritech Illinois, or another CLEC. whose end users may utilize less than the average 

amount of usage on the switch. is not forced into subsidizing CLECs whose end users 

utilize more than the average amount of usage on the switch. Therefore, usage based 

pricing places the burden of paying for resources used on tk one using those resources. 

Said another way, the cost causer pays. 

Why would a CLEC want flat rate pricing and when is it beneficial to them? 

A rational CLEC is only interested in flat rate pricing when it believes that it will have a 

higher amount of usage than others on average. Since that CLEC’s end users will be 

using more of the capacity of the switch than another CLEC, or perhaps even Ameritech 

Illinois’ end users, they are getting others to pay for the capacity that they use above the 

average amount. This type of action is not appropriate in a competitive environment, nor 

does it meet with the “cost causer pays” concept. 

Are you aware of any other state that has imposed a flat rate pricing for ULS or any 

company that does not have a usage component for ULS? 

No, I am not. All other states served by Ameritech have a usage element as part of the 

rates for ULS. All other SBC ILEC companies have a usage element as part of the rates 

for ULS. Lastly, all other Local Exchange Carriers (LECs) that I know of have a usage 

element as part of the rates for ULS. 
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3 A. 
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Since rates are based on costs, this is a cost question and is addressed in the testimony of 

Mr. Palmer. Again, as stated earlier. as far as ULS-ST is concerned this rate is the ULS 

port rate. It should also be noted that the rate structme for ULS-ST and the rate stmctore 

for the individual ULS UNE product should be the same. 

7 

8 IV. 

9 Q. 

10 

11 

INTRALATA TOLL OVER SHARED TRANSPORT 

Mr. Graves, Mr. Webber, and Mr. Gillan all claim that Ameritech Illinois has 

placed improper restrictions on the use of Shared Transport for intraLATA toll. Is 

this correct? 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

No: it is not. As explained in my Direct Testimony (Hampton Direct at 1.5-16) a CLEC 

may utilize shared transport for intraLATA toll in exactly the same manner that 

Ameritech Illinois does, This means a CLEC’s end user call will be carried over shared 

transport to the end user’s presubscribed intraLATA carrier. This is identical to what 

16 occurs for an Ameritech Illinois end user’s call 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Mr. Webber claims that Ameritech IUinois “intends to force-route the CLECs’ 

UNEP based intraLATA toll traffic out to an interexchange carrier’s POP” and 

that this routing “discriminates against CLECs because their UNE-P based 

intraLATA toll traffic will be sent out to the separate network of an IXC” (Wehber 

Direct at 6). Are these statements true? 
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Should the ULS Port rate change as a result of the introduction of a usage charge 

for ULS-ST ? 
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A. No. they are not. First, what Ameritech Illinois has stated is that shared transport requires 

Am&tech Illinois to utilize the standard routing tables contained in its switches as 

required by the FCC’s Shared Transport order3 (Hampton Direct at 16). Since the 

implementation of intraLATA toll dialing parity in Ameritech Illinois, these routing 

tables are built to automatically direct any intraLATA toll call to the end user’s 

presubscribed carrier. IntraLATA toll providers fought hard to obtain toll dialing parity 

with the ILECs, and having won that capability now disingenuously declare that the 

routing mandated to provide that parity is discriminatory. There is nothing “forced” 

about this routing and it is norrdiscriminatory because each carrier’s presubscribed traffic 

is treated identically according to tbz standard routing instructions in the switch. As new 

intraLATA toll providers enter this already competitive market the routing tables are 

updated to add them as well. To do otherwise (i.e., to route intraLATA toll traffic outside 

the toll network) would be “force-routing“ and discriminatory to all existing intraLATA 

toll providers. 

Q. 

A. 

Can you explain the rationale for Ameritech Illinois’ position? 

Ameritech Illinois is opposed to allowing another intraLATA toll provider to use 

Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll nehvork to deliver its intraLATA toll calls. The 

intraLATA toll network is not the shared transport network, but is an area of the 

telecommunications market that has been opened to competition for years, and in fact has 

very robust competition. Ameritech Illinois finds the CLECs’ request very curious, 

especially coming from AT&T and WorldCorn, when considered in light of the history of 

equal access. Since the advent of access, AT&T and others sought to have intraLATA 

’ Third Recan Order. CC Docket Y&OX. 12 FCC Red 12460.136. 
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I toll provided on an equalaccess basis. Congress, at AT&T’s urging, allowed states to 

2 require that intraLATA toll be provided under an equal access scenario, often referred to 

as intmLATA toll dialing parity, pursuant to certain time frames. See 47 U.S.C. 

4 271(e)(2)(B).” IntraLATA toil dialing parity was important to carriers like AT&T and 

3 Worldcom because. among other things> it allows intraLATA toll calls to be handed off 

6 directly to their toll network. The introduction of intraLATA toll dialing parity increased 

7 competition in rhat market, giving end users even more choices. Now, however, AT&T 

s is essentially asking this Commission to reverse what AT&T had asked for previously 

9 when lobbying for an intraLATA equal access requirement. The CLECs are asking to 

10 have their intraLATA toll subscribers’ traffic routed over Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA 

II toll network and avoiding their own toll network altogether. It must be noted that 

12 Ameritech Illinois was required to go to a great deal of expense to change central office 

13 software ard provisioning systems and to modify routing tables to accept and recognize 

14 the specific CICs of the individual intmLATA toll carriers in order to ensure that each 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

carrier received the traffic of its subscribers. The CLECs and Staff now want to have 

Amxitech Illinois go to additional expense to ensure that their intraLATA toll customers’ 

traffic does not go over their network, but rather uses Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll 

network. A basic purpose of unbundling is to help promote competition in a market 

where it may not currently exist; the intraLATA toll market, however, is already very 

competitive and does not need any such ‘Ijump-start” 

22 Q. Are you saying that Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll network is different than its 

23 local network? 

’ Carriers also clamored for intraLATA toll dialing parity in Illinoir. 
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Yes, I am. The trunks and transport used to connect intraLATA toil points of the network 

are separate and unique from the trunks and transport used to connect local points in the 

network. The routing tables in an office are designed to point intraLATA toll traffic 

presubscribed to Ameritech Illinois to Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll trunks, just as 

they point presubscribed intraLATA toll traffic of other providers to their inmaLATA toll 

tmlk ports. 

Mr. Webber claims that because Ameritech Illinois will not let an intraLATA toll 

provider route its traffic over Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll network the _ 

CLEC must pay an IXC to carry its intraLATA toll traffic. Is this true? 

Actually just the opposite is true. As provided in the FCC’s Shared Transport Orderj, 

when a CLEC uses ULS-ST to serve an end user they are the ones who are entitled to bill 

for exchange access service. This means that they would bill the intraLATA toll provider 

the originating access charges for this call. 

Mr. Webber and Mr. Gillan state that custom routing is not needed in order to 

route another intraLATA toll providers traffic over Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA 

toll network because the intraLATA toll provider can just use .4meritech Illinois’ 

CIC to route the traffic. Is this correct? 

No, this is not correct. As you recall, a CIC (Carrier Identification Code) is a value used 

to identify an end user’s presubscribed intraLATA and interLATA toll provider. As I 

explained earlier, Ameritech Illinois’ processing of an intraLATA toll call begins by 

determining what inmaLATA toll provider the end user is presubscribed to. This is done 
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by looking at the information stored in the switch regarding the port originating the call 

(i.e., it looks up the CIC of the provider). The switch then uses this information to 

determine how to route the traffic to that intraLATA toll provider by looking up 

information stored in the switch’s standard routing tables. IMr. Webber and Mr. Gillan 

are correct in that if the switch is provided Ameritech Illinois’ CIC it will route the traffic 

over Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll network. Mr. Webber and Mr. Gillan are 

proposing that Ameritech Illinois trick the switch by delivering Ameritech Illinois’ CIC 

to the switch, even though the CLEC’s end user is not presubscribed to Ameritech Illinois 

for intraLATA toll and therefore, does not have Ameritech Illinois’ CIC associated with 

their line port. This is where new custom routing instructions would have to be created. 

Any solution would require some type of alteration to the standard switch routing tables 

to allow use of the same CIC for two (or more) different intraLATA toll providers -even 

though the very purpose of CICs is to distinguish specific toll providers from one 

another. This need to create custom routing instructions in the routing tables, instead of 

utilizing the standard routing tables, conflicts with the FCC’s definition of shared 

transport (Hampton Direct at 15-16). 

Although I am not a lawyer, it is my understanding that a CLEC can only use shared 

transport to provide exchange access service where it is also the local service provider for 

that particular end user, Therefore, any intraLATA toll customer that did not also use the 

same provider for local service could not be served by shared transport, and thus would 

have to have its traffic routed with a different CIC code than customers that did use the 

same provider for both local and intraLATA toll service. This would also be the case for 

’ Third Recon Order. 12 FCC Red 12460,lI 39 
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every WLATA customer that did not use the same provider for local exchange service. 

All of this would lead to a proliferation of CIC codes and custom routing demands that 

are unnecessarily complex 

Mr. Graves, Mr. Webber, and Mr. Gillan point to the fact that SBC in Texas, 

Kansas, and Oklahoma have agreed to routing other provider’s intraLATA toll over 

their networks. Can you respond to this issue? 

Yes, I can. Mr. Graves and Mr. Webber point to an order from the Texas Public Utilities 

Commission, that requires Southwestern Bell Telephone (SWBT) in Texas to route 

intraLATA toll over shared transport This Texas PUC decision was a resolution of a 

dispute as to the interpretation of a specific interconnection agreement between the two 

paaies. It is also important to note that this ruiing is dated November 4, 1999. As 

pointed out by Mr. Graves, Mr. Gillan, and Mr. Webber the FCC Merger condition 

requires the Ameritech shared transport offering to be the same terms and conditions 

(other than rate structure and price) that are substantially similar to (or more favorable 

than) the most favorable terms SBCiAmeritech offered to telecommunications carriers in 

Texas as of August 27, 1999. The shared transport offering in Texas as of August 27, 

1999 did not include the termination of intraLATA toll traffic and therefore there is no 

Merger condition that requires Ameritech Illinois to offer the termination of other 

provider’s intraLATA toll traffic over Ameritech Illinois’ intraLATA toll network. In 

Kansas and Oklahoma SBC agreed to allow intraLATA toll over shared transport only in 

conjunction with obtaining 271 approval in those states. 
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Mr. Webber and Mr. Gillan want this Commission to believe that just because the 

Texas PUC ordered SWBT to allow intraLATA toll over shared transport that 

everything works fine. Besides the need for custom routing and unnecessary 

proliferation of CIC codes, are there any other problems with utilizing the network 

in this manner? 

Yes. there are severai practical difficulties. These include some major billing difficulties 

for Ameritech Illinois, CLECs, and other providers alike. At this point, SBC has not 

been able to identify all of the associated problems. Mr. Webber states that the Texas 

PUC found that the CIC is not needed for billing purposes (Webber Direct at 9- 10). The 

Texas PUC is only partially right. The CIC is not required for Ameritech Illinois to bill 

the originating CLEC the ULS or shared transport charges. However, the CIC is also 

used for billing for terminating access by the LEC where the traffic terminates. The LEC 

that has the end user where the traffic terminates is entitled to terminating access. If that 

LEC is a CLEC providing service via ULS-ST it would receive a terminating record that 

identifies Ameritech Illinois as the intraLATA toll provider. In a situation where the call 

terminates to a switch belonging to a LEC other than Ameritech Illinois (such as facilities 

based CLECs, independent companies, and wireless providers) that switch will record a 

record reflecting Ameritech Illinois as the intraLATA toll provider (that is, the provider 

whose CIC is in the call record). The terminating LEC that has the end user would then 

attempt to bill Ameritech Illinois access charges for the intraLATA toll traffic. 

Ameritech Illinois would not be the party responsible for the access charges since it 

would not be the provider of intraLATA toll; rather the responsible party would be the 

CLEC that is purchasing the ULS-ST and serving the originating end user. The 
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Commission must understand that this is not a problem only for Ameritech Illinois, but 

also for all local service providers, both those who utilize ULS-ST to serve end users and 

other facilities-based providers. Other than the telephone number itself and the CIC, 

there is nothing in a terminating record that any LEC could use to determine which 

intraLATA toll provider it should bill. No industvwide resource exists that would allow 

carriers to utilize the line number to identify the CLEC involved with a call originated 

from a ULT-ST port. Ameritech Illinois, like SWBT, would have to develop some way 

to assure that it is not billed in error for access charges that should be paid by other 

intraLATA toll providers. Identification and rejection of these charges would delay the 

ability of the terminating LEC to collect its charges. At best, Ameritech Illinois may only 

be able to identify that the end user originating the call does not subscribe to Ameritech 

Illinois’ intraLATA toll service, which still does not tell the terminating LEC who to 

collect from. 

These billing problems also would make it much more difficult for Ameritech Illinois to 

provide intraLATA toll to end users that choose a CLEC for their local service provider. 

Again, the problem would be identifying whichcustomers are actually subscribed to 

Ameritech Illinois for toll service and which ones are subscribed to someone else for toll 

service but are using the Ameritech Illinois CIC. 

These problems would only multiply rapidly as more and more intraLATA toll providers 

utilized the single Ameritech Illinois CIC to route their traffic over Ameritech Illinois’ 

network. 
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All of these problems can be avoided by allowing the network to continue to work in the 

manner that it does today, utilizing the standard routing tables to route intraLATA toll as 

envisioned by the FCC’s definition of shared transport. 

If the Commission were to determine that Ameritech Illinois must allow intraLATA 

toll providers to use shared transport for their intraLATA toll traffc are there any 

other items it needs to consider? 

Yes, there are. First, the Commission would need to reiterate the FCC requirement that 

intraLATA toll providers may only utilize shared transport for intraLATA toll where they 

are the end user’s local service provider.6 The other consideration is that the assumptions 

underlying the ULS-ST rate development would no longer be valid. When Ameritech 

Illinois performed the cost studies underlying the rates for ULS-ST it understood that 

shared transport could only be used for local service. Thus, the Ameritech Illinois cost 

studies for ULS-ST usage assumed the only traffic being carried between Ameritech 

Illinois’ End Offices would be local traffic. If intraLATA toll service providers are 

allowed to use ULS-ST to carry intraLATA toll traffic it is my understanding that cost 

work should be redone for the ULS-ST Blended Transport rate to account for that type of 

usage. 

DAILY USAGE FEED RATE 

Dr. Ankum states in his testimony that the Daily Usage Feed charges are entirely 

unsubstantiated. How do you respond? 
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Dr. Ankum is incorrect. First, as with other charges that were already determined in the 

docket that put in place the ULS tariff. the Daily Usage Feed rate element is incorporated 

by reference in the ULS-ST tariff (Schedule JLH-I, Sheet 45). Mr. Graves mentions this 

fact in his testimony (Graves Direct at 16). There is no need to submit costs for 

something that has already been approved and has not changed. Second, this rate element 

has nothing to do with the usage measuring equipment in the switch. As stated in the 

description of the charge in the ULS-ST tariff (Schedule JLH-1, Sheet 41), this rate 

element recovers for creating and transmitting a report containing usage records to the 

CLEC on a daily basis so that they can bill their end users. 

CUSTOM ROUTING OF OS/DA TRAFFIC 

Mr. Gillan makes several claims regarding the custom routing of OS/DA traffic 

associated with ULS-ST. How do you respond? 

Mr. Gillan’s main argument is that Ameritech Illinois should not be allowed to withdraw 

UNE pricing of OS/DA services because CLECs are not happy with the custom routing 

that Ameritech Illinois makes available. He proceeds to argue that the issue is not 

whether OS and DA can be obtained from alternative sources, but rather concerns 

whether OS and DA traffic can be efficiently delivered to other providers so that entrants 

have a meaningful choice (Gillan at 38-39). 

Ameritech Illinois disagrees with Mr. Gillan. The FCC LINE Remand Order is clear on 

what is required. It states in paragraph 441: 

’ Third Recon Order, CC Docket 96-08. 12 FCC Red 12460. : 39 
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We find that where incumbent LECs provide customized routing, lack of access 
to the incumbents’ OS/DA service on an unbundled basis does not materially 
diminish a requesting carrier’s ability to offer relecommunications service. 
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The footnote 867 associated with that paragraph is also instructive: 

Customized routing permits requesting carriers to designate the particular 
outgoing trunks associated with unbundled switching provided by the incumbent, 
which will carry certain classes of traffic originating from the requesting 
provider’s customers. This feature would allow the requesting carrier to specify 
that OS/DA traffic from its customers be routed over designated trunks which 
terminate at the requesting carrier’s OS/DA platform or a third party’s OS/DA 
platform. 

As Mr. Kirksey also discusses in his rebuttal testimony. Ameritech Illinois does provide 

for customized routing of OS and DA traffic so that a CLEC can choose an alternative 

OS and/or DA provider. This is the requirement that Ameritech Illinois must meet in 

order to provide OS/DA services at market based prices and withdraw the UNE pricing, 

In conjunction with ULS-ST Ameritech Illinois makes available an AIN based custom 

routing solution as described in the proposed tariff attached as Schedule JLH-3. Mr. 

Palmer provides the cost support for this tariff in his rebuttal testimony 

Ameritech Illinois agrees with Mr. Gillan’s statement that CLECs need a known, reliable, 

and efficient mechanism to deliver OS/DA traffic to their provider of choice (Gillan 

Direct at 39). Ameritech Illinois has provided that. In fact the routing methodology 

Ameritech Illinois makes available is the one that it uses itself. Although Ameritech 

Illinois’ solution requires a CLEC to route their OS/DA traffic to a unique outgoing trunk 

port to their alternative OS/DA provider at each central office where they provide service 27 
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via ULS-ST, this requirement fully complies with the description provided in the footnote 

provided above ti-om the FCC’s UNE Remand Order. 

As to Mr. Gillan’s proposal for a different type of custom routing than that which is 

currently delineated in the ULS-ST or ULS tariffs, the tariff specifically gives the CLECs 

another vehicle for requesting a different arrangement. At Original Sheet 8 of the 

ULS-ST Tariff it states: “Other requests for custom OS/DA provisioning can be 

requested via the Bona Fide Request process.” (See Schedule JLH-1, Sheet 8). 

ULS-ST TRANSIT SERVICE 

Mr. Gillan states that this Commission should find that the “transit” function is a 

regulatory obligation of shared transport. How do you respond? 

I believe that Mr. Gillan is very aware of how the FCC has defined shared transport and 

knows that there is no transit obligation in that definition. I discussed transiting at length 

in my direct testimony (Hampton Direct at 13- 15) and I note that Mr. Gillan has not 

provided any FCC authority for a different conclusion. I am sure that he is also aware 

that the FCC rules are very specific in defining the transport between a CLEC and an 

Ameritech End Office as being dedicated transport.’ Therefore, there is no obligation to 

provide transiting as a part of shared transport. Mr. Gillan also argues that in a MCI 

arbitration, the Commission found that Ameritech Illinois must offer transit to CLECs in 

Illinois, even if a parallel obligation did not exist under federal law (Gillan Direct at 29). 

The reference Mr. Gillan cites, however, is one related to interconnection and what must 

’ FCC’s Third Recon Order, para. 27 
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occur when MCI connects its switches to Ameritech Illinois’ network. Although I am not 

a lawyer, it is my understanding that these two situations are not simiiar. 

However, as I stated in my direct testimony, Ameritech Illinois has voluntarily chosen to 

make transiting a part of our ULS-ST offering. As with any tariffed service we would 

not be able to remove it for arbitrary reasons. as Mr. Gillan implies. 

In the section discussing Ameritech Illinois’ ULS-ST transit offering Mr. Gillan has 

a footnote (Gillan Direct, page 29 fn. 32) which states that Ameritech Illinois has not _ 

made a clear and unequivocal admission that the CLEC is entitled to the exchange 

access charges when using ULS-ST and that the Commission must make this clear. 

Would you like to comment? 

Yes, I would. First, I refer Mr. Gillan to the ULS-ST tariff (Schedule JLH-1) attached to 

my direct testimony. On Original Sheet 5 it reflects the FCC requirement that originating 

and terminating access belongs to the CLEC subscribing to the ULS-ST. Second, I refer 

Mr. Gillan to my direct testimony which in several places on pages 6. 8, and 9 recognizes 

that the CLEC is the one entitled to the originating and terminating access on a ULS-ST 

port. Lastly, I refer Mr. Gillan to the call flows (Schedule JLH-2) which reflect the 

CLEC billing for access charges in flows 15 through 25. Ameritech Illinois has made it 

clear that the CLEC is entitled to the exchange access charges when using ULS-ST. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes. it does. 
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1. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING (cont'd) 

IA. DESCRIPTION Icont'dJ I 

Unbundled Local Switching (ULS) (cont'd) 

'CUS:XJ Routing Capabilities: 

The line class Iode identifies 311 :zzributes cf the port including hy 
call type any routing or bloc:kirg <:szr'Jctions. "he routing 
instructions lrclude reference to r?.e appropr1iLe network route 
arranqenent by call type. The requesting carrier's instructions for 
custom routing are csed to either identify an existing line class 
codeicetwork route ccmbination or -2dicate the need for development of a 
new line ciass code CT network ro'u?? to implement such instructions. 

;'LS provides any technically feasible customized routing by class-of- 
call (e.g.: operator, directory assistance, tell, local, etc.) by 
developing, establishing and rnaintalning new lire class codes and/or new 
network routes which will direct c'z~tom, routed calis by call type to a 
ULS Trunk Port as required by the -telecommunications carrier, ;yhile 
meting all requiraents for long tern number portability. However, 
custom routing via line class ccdns cannot be ,xsed with ULS-Shared 
Transport (ULS-ST is described fur:?er ir. Section il of this Tariff). 
?he c'xstom rotting option for use ~:i~i XLS-ST is described in "Cus?om 
Routing of OS ad/or EA via P.dvance3 Intelligent Network (AIN) for 1;se 
wirh ES-ST” icllowing. 

Purslzant to F.C.C. Third Order ox X2 considerarioc and Fl;rther NotLce of 
Proposed Rulemaking (F.C.C. 97-295, para. 25 and para. 281, 
standard/existing ro,xting of calls between Ccmpany end offices, between 
Corcpany tandems and between Company randems and end offices is to be 
provided and routed to the XC-EST. The requesting telecommunications 
carrier mus: Specify routing for all call types ro be connected to other 
switches (e.g. ICO, wireless, CLEC %nd IXC end offices/tandems). 

When a telecommunications carrier requests rwting of a specific call 
type to a trunk group which has nor been established in the Compa~y's 
netswork routina >I custom routing r.eeds to be established to supporr the 
ccstcm routing request. The appli:i:ion of the Custom Routing rates is 
shown ir. E. PATE APPLICATION fcllc:;:ny and Ccszorr 3outed rates are si-own 
in F.l Prices Zollowing. 

(T) 

( ‘1 ) 

i N ) 

(N) 

ISSCeC: Effec-,ive: 

3y Chrisry L. S:raw;nan, Vice rresident - ?~e~ularory Affairs 
255 West Rar.lzIpi Streer 
micago, -_--.. -, '-ois 6C636 
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?ART 19 - Unb~;rled Network Elemercs and Nlimber 2nd Revised Sheet No. 7 
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SECTION 3 - ;rundied Lccal S;qitzhinz 1st Revised Sheet No. 7 

1. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING (cont'd) 

A. DESCRIPTION (cont'd) I 

Unbundled Local Switching (ULS) (cont'd) 

Custom Routine Czsabilities :cor.t'di: 

Custom R~oc‘i:n' r-ia Line Class C'xie :ccnt'd) : 

At the request cf the telecomTJnicatlons carrier, the KS Trunk Port nay 
be cross ccnnected with transport provided by zb.e telecommunicatiors 
carrier or rhird party, 3~ the teleconnunicati0r.s carrier may cross 
connect the ULS Trunk Port to tie Company's dedicated Unbundled 
Interoffice Trasport as described in Sectioc 12 in the 
telecommunications carrier's Collocation space. Cross connection of the 
FCC-DST Trxk Port to the XC-CST car.r.ot be described until further 
clarificatizc from the Corn,issicn 2s to the provision of ULS unbundled 
from :CC-DS1 can be accomplished. (See Sheez 3.1, footnote /I/ of this 
Section.) 

For Custorr .Xoutinz _ provlsloning reqJiremects, see Service Parameters - 
Ordering as shown in this Section and Part 23, Section 4 of this Tariff 
for Collocarion regularions and rates. Any other request for Custom 
Routing provisioning, other tian described above, can be requested via 
the Bona Fi2e Xequest ?rocess. 

Custom Routing of OS and/or DA via AIN for use only with Unbundled Local 
Switching with Shared Transport (ULS-ST) 

The custom rmting cption available fcr Operator Services and/or 
Directory Assistance ("OS/DA") traffic, wher. 0riginatir.g from a ULS port 
for which Unbundled Shared Transport is also purchased, ilses the AIN 
technology used to provide ULS-ST. A requesting carrier can elect a 
sir.gle route for 211 OS, a single route for a;1 DA, or a single route 
for all 35 and CA calls from ULS ports in 6n end office switch. The 
custom muting election chosen by that requesting carrier will be used 
to direct a;1 local OS and/or local DA calls to a specific trunk group 
associated with an ULS Trunk Port or over zn existing dedicated trunk. 

(N) 

I 
(N) 

/l/ 

/I/ Materi,; TCX appears on 3riginal Sheet No. -.1 in this Section,. 

Issued: Effective: 

3y Chr:szy >. Szra-inan, ':ice ?residenz - Regulatory Affairs 
225 west Randoiph Street 
Chisgo, Illinois 6'3606 
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Yrriff 
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SECTI3N 3 - Unb,xdied L11cz.l Switchnz :riqinal Sheer No. 7.1 

1. UNBUNDLED LO- SWITCHING (cont'd) 

A. DESCRIPTION (cont'd) I 

Custom Routing of OS and/or DA via AIN for use only with Unbundled Local 
Switching with Shared Transport (ULS-ST) (cont'd) 

When a requestirg sarrier selects illstom rotting 0: 3S/3A tails via AIN 
for ULS-ST, all end 'users served by that carrier using ULS-SP in that 

! N ) 
I 

end office swlt;h wil: use tj, sari??? custon route(5j for all OS traffic *~' ' 
or all CA calls. 

The application of the Custon Xocting rdtes is showr. in E. RATE 
AFFLICATION folio-wing and Cl;sr?rr Xocted rates are s.'.own in F.l Prices. 

For Custom 3outir.g pravisioning requiremects, see Service Paramerers - 
Ordering as shown in this Section ar.d ?art 23, Section 4 of this Tariff 
for Collocation regnlations and rates. Any other request fcr Custom 
Routing provisioning, other tnan described above, can be requested via 
the Bona Fide Request Process. 

ULS Switch Usage 

ULS switch usage provides for rhe switching of calls originating between 
a telecommunicaticns carriez's tinbundled line ports or trunk ports and 
any ocher line-side or trunk-side port with line-sije attribures served 
by any provider within the same switch (see A. DESCXPTIONS, Unbundled 
Local Swirching, preceding for a description of these port types). A 
LTLS usaye charge applies for all such telecommcnlcaElons carrier's end 
aser originated calls, whether orlginatlng on the line-side or trunk- 
side of the swirch. The application f3r the ULS s:<itch 'usage charge is 
shown in E. FATE APPLICATION and the ULS usage chzrqe rate is shown in 
F. PRICES fol1owir.g. 

Until sax workable sc?lution can be developed to neasure terminating 
minutes-of-use and a way to identify the orginating line porr owner on 
certain types of zalls has been develcped and successf-xlly tested and 
found compatible with the Company's network, all ninutes-of-use will be 
billed to the originating teleccmmunications carrier. 

/I/ Material fcrmerly appeared cn 1st Revised Sheet Xc. 7 in this Secticn. 

A, 
/I/ 

/l/ 

Issued: Effective: 

By Christy L. Strzwmar., Vize President - Kegulrcry Affairs 
225 West Xandcl?h Street 
Chicago, Illinois 63606 
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Orizinsl Sleet No. 36 

1. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING (cont'd) 

ME. RATE APPLICATION (cont'd) 

Custom Routing Nonrecurring Charge 

Custom Rozting via Line 'Cliss ZcSe: 

New Network Routing, 3er raute, per switch - is appiicable ,when a 
te1ecommunicatior.s carrier requests routing that is not already 
available thro,xgb an established Company Network Routing table and is 
applied to cacti central cfiice ir. which a telecomnunicaticns carrier 
requests the activation znd is applied to each requested route. For 
E?Xalllple, a request to establish a route for 0- calls in one of the 
Corr.pany end affices would have one r.e,w Network Routing charge applied. 
co-, co-, 1411, 7D local are examples of the different types of 
avaiiable call types that can be routed and one Network Routing charge 
would apply to each czll type established.) 

i?) 

Custom Routing of 0 or CA via AIN usinq ULS-ST: IN) 

xew Clstom Routing 05 3s or DA traffic via AIN using K-ST, per route, 
per switch applies in each instance when a telecommunications carrier 
estabiishes or changes the c'.stor, rcxting of OS and/or DA traffic at an 
end office swirch where it subscribes to GLS-ST. By way of example, if 
z carrier chooses tc cusr,ax route CS traffic over one tru-k group and DA 
ever a different trunk gr,3xp, :i?en this ciarge would apply twice. (N) 
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SECT:O'; 3 - TJnbundled Locei Switchi:; Original Sheet Xo. 42 

1. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING (cont'd) I 

F. PRICES (cont'd) 

1. Service Elements (cont'd) 

I 

Cescription /Billing C,zde,' 

Service Coordination Fee, 
per carrier bill, per witei: 

Subsequent Training, 

Xonrecurring Xcn;hly 
Charge Price 

.-.. 

$1.15 

per Company person, per hour s ao.14 

ULS Billing Establishment Charge, 
per carrier, per switch 138.12 

Custom Routing via Line Class Code, 
New KC, per LCC, per switch 232.00 
Near Network Routing, per route, err switch T3D"' 

Custom Routing of OS or DA via AIN 
(only for use ULS-ST), 

New Custom OS or 3A Route for ZLS-ST, per 
carrier, per switch, ?er route 131.45 

ULS Switch Usage 
over 1,622 minutes-of-ase 
?er minute-of-use 
cr fraction thereof 

Minute-of-Use 

TED 

Message 

Daily Usage Feed 
per message $.300918 

,'l/ rzr the reasons more fully stated ix the Drepared testimony cf Xmetria 
A Lcnis, to be filed April 
9 

3, 15S4, in Ill. C.C. Docket Nos. 
6-0<96/0569 Consolidated, further action by the Commission is recessary 

to czrulete rates as rc-ed above ~3 to be determixed ("TBD"!. 

ISSCeC: Effective: 

3y Christy L. Strawman, 'Vice :resicient - Regulatc,ry iffairs 
225 !:iest Rz3alph Streer 
Chicaqo, IIl3ois 6C6C6 
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